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Abstract

This study argues that local communities’ support for sustainable tourism development
cannot be explained solely by the perceived benefit–cost balance, and aims to extend
Social Change Theory (SET) from an environmental concern perspective. In the existing
literature, local community support is largely based on rational assessments; however,
the explanatory power of this approach remains limited, particularly in destinations with
high environmental concern. Accordingly, this study examines the mediating role of
environmental concern in the relationship between perceived tourism impacts and support
for tourism development (STD), thereby testing the conditional nature of such support.
Research data were collected via a structured survey from local residents (n = 414) in
Rize, one of Turkey’s environmentally sensitive destinations, and the proposed theoretical
model was analyzed using structural equation modeling (SEM). The findings indicate
that perceived personal benefits and the positive effects of tourism significantly increase
local residents’ satisfaction and their STD. In contrast, it was determined that perceived
negative impacts do not directly reduce support; rather, this relationship emerges indirectly
through environmental concern. These results reveal that local community support is
not an automatic response but a conditional process shaped within the framework of
environmental values and sustainability conditions. The study re-evaluates the explanatory
power of SET through a mechanism that incorporates environmental concern and offers
a more comprehensive framework for understanding local community behavior in the
context of sustainable tourism. The findings highlight the decisive role of incorporating
environmental sensitivities in tourism planning on local support, providing important
implications for policymakers.

Keywords: residents’ support; social exchange theory; environmental concern; destination
management; community perceptions; sustainability governance

1. Introduction
Although this rational evaluation model has proven its validity on a broad scale, its

explanatory power remains limited, particularly in environmentally sensitive destinations
where economic gains coexist with ecological risks [1–4].

To address these limitations, recent studies have incorporated environmental concern
(EC) into SET-based models, often specifying it as a mediating or moderating variable
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between perceived impacts and support for tourism development [2,5,6]. In these models,
EC primarily functions as a transmission or conditioning mechanism through which the
outcomes of perceived impacts are indirectly reflected in support. While such approaches
have significantly advanced the literature, they largely preserve the linear logic of SET
by assuming that perceived impacts remain structurally fixed and are merely amplified
or attenuated by EC. Beyond tourism contexts, prior research has also demonstrated
that climate change risk perception significantly influences pro-environmental behav-
ioral tendencies, particularly in the domain of sustainable food consumption [7]. This
suggests that environmental risk perceptions do not merely operate within a single behav-
ioral domain but function as a broader cognitive driver shaping individual responses to
sustainability-related issues.

This study argues that such an additive and transmission-based perspective is insuf-
ficient to capture the complexity of local residents’ evaluations in sustainability contexts.
Specifically, it posits that EC operates not merely as a mediating pathway but as a transfor-
mative cognitive mechanism that redefines how tourism’s impacts are interpreted. Unlike
traditional models, this perspective assumes that perceived impacts do not have a fixed
meaning; rather, their evaluative significance is reconstructed through environmental
values. Consequently, the same tourism impacts can lead to different levels of support
depending on the degree to which they are perceived as environmentally acceptable or
threatening. This shift moves the analysis from linear causality to value-based interpreta-
tion processes.

Based on this argument, the study introduces the concept of conditional support,
which conceptualizes residents’ support not as an automatic response but as a conditional
and context-dependent outcome. While previous studies have documented conditional
attitudes toward tourism development [8–10], the mechanisms producing such condition-
ality have not been sufficiently developed theoretically or tested empirically. Positioning
EC as a transformative interpretive filter, this study explains why local residents refrain
from providing unconditional support despite recognizing the benefits of tourism.

Furthermore, although SET, the New Ecological Paradigm (NEP), and Stakeholder
Theory have been applied in tourism research, they have rarely been integrated in a way
that explicitly links rational evaluation, environmental values, and stakeholder hetero-
geneity within a single explanatory framework. This study fills this gap by integrating
these perspectives into a unified model where (i) SET explains cost–benefit assessments,
(ii) NEP addresses environmental value orientations, and (iii) Stakeholder Theory accounts
for intergroup perceptual differences. Within this framework, EC functions as a mech-
anism that integrates rational assessments with normative judgments, enabling a more
comprehensive understanding of local residents’ support.

The study empirically tests this framework using data collected from local residents in
Rize, Türkiye—a destination characterized by high EC and increasing tourism pressure.
The findings indicate that perceived negative impacts do not have a statistically signifi-
cant direct effect on STD; rather, their effects operate entirely through EC. This pattern
provides empirical evidence that negative impacts do not directly translate into opposition
but are reinterpreted through environmental values, thereby supporting the proposed
transformative mechanism.

The study makes three main contributions to the sustainable tourism literature. First, it
reconceptualizes EC as a transformative mechanism that alters the interpretation of tourism
impacts, moving beyond additive and transmission-based models. Second, it develops
the concept of conditional support by demonstrating that local residents’ support is not
a linear function of perceived impacts but rather the result of a context-dependent evalua-
tion. Third, it presents empirical evidence challenging SET’s assumption of direct effects by
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showing that negative impacts do not directly reduce support, thereby offering a revised
understanding of local residents’ behavior in environmentally sensitive destinations.

The remainder of the article is organized as follows. In the next section, a theoretical
framework is established by integrating SET, environmental awareness, and stakeholder
perspectives, and research hypotheses are presented. This is followed by the research
design, which includes the study area, data collection process, and measurement tools.
Subsequently, the empirical findings are presented, and the results are discussed in rela-
tion to the existing literature. Finally, the study concludes with theoretical and practical
implications, as well as limitations and recommendations for future research.

To provide a clear and structured overview of the research process, the overall design
and sequential steps of the study are illustrated in Figure 1.

Figure 1. Research flow diagram.

2. Theoretical Framework
2.1. Social Exchange Theory and Benefit–Cost Perception in Tourism

SET has been one of the primary frameworks used to explain local residents’ atti-
tudes toward tourism development [3]. The core premise of this theory is that individuals
evaluate tourism based on the balance between perceived benefits and costs, and that
their level of support tends to increase when expected benefits outweigh anticipated
costs [3,11,12]. In tourism research, this logic is widely used to explain why local residents
support or oppose tourism development based on their perceptions of economic, socio-
cultural, and environmental outcomes. Within this perspective, support for tourism is
generally viewed as the result of a rational evaluation process. Local residents who per-
ceive tourism as a factor that provides employment, income, infrastructure improvements,
or other social benefits tend to support further tourism development, while those who
associate tourism with traffic congestion, social disruption, price increases, or environ-
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mental degradation tend to resist it. Therefore, SET has provided a useful foundation for
understanding local residents’ attitudes in tourism planning and development.

However, SET does not fully explain why residents sometimes act cautiously even
when tourism provides visible benefits, or why support may weaken despite positive
economic expectations. Previous research indicates that support is typically shaped not
only by change-based assessments but also by broader value orientations and issue-specific
sensitivities [3,13–15]. Particularly in environmentally sensitive destinations, local residents
may evaluate tourism not only in terms of net benefits but also in terms of whether those
benefits are acceptable under environmental conditions. This limitation demonstrates that
support for tourism cannot always be reduced to a simple cost–benefit calculation and that
additional interpretive mechanisms are needed to explain how local residents translate the
impacts they perceive into support.

Although previous studies have incorporated EC into models of residents’ STD, these
approaches have predominantly treated EC within a linear causal framework, either as
a direct predictor or as a mediating or moderating variable. In such models, EC functions
as a transmission mechanism through which the effects of perceived tourism impacts are
either amplified or attenuated, without fundamentally altering the underlying meaning of
those impacts. In contrast, the present study conceptualizes EC not as a variable that merely
transmits effects, but as a transformative cognitive mechanism that fundamentally reshapes
how tourism impacts are interpreted. Rather than influencing the strength or direction of
relationships, EC operates at a deeper level by redefining the meaning attributed to per-
ceived impacts (particularly negative one) through value-based and normative filters. This
implies a shift from a variable-centered explanation of “how much” effect is transmitted to
a process-oriented explanation of “how” and “why” impacts are cognitively reconstructed.

Therefore, unlike existing integrative models that rely on additive or interaction-
based logic, the proposed framework suggests that residents’ STD emerges through
a process of cognitive reinterpretation. In this process, environmental values do not
simply modify relationships between variables; they redefine the perceived acceptability
and significance of tourism impacts themselves. This perspective provides a stronger
theoretical explanation for why negative impacts do not consistently lead to opposition,
thereby extending the explanatory boundaries of both Social Exchange Theory (SET) and
sustainability-oriented approaches.

2.2. NEP and Environmental Concerns: Values That Transform Rationality

In the context of sustainable tourism, the local population’s sensitivity to environmen-
tal values and level of EC can significantly reshape the cost–benefit analysis of tourism [16].
In this regard, the New Environmental Paradigm (NEP) offers an important theoretical
framework that explains individuals’ fundamental beliefs regarding the human—nature
relationship [17]. The NEP defines individuals’ environmental worldview based on as-
sumptions such as the finiteness of nature, the fragility of ecological balance, and the
questioning of humanity’s absolute dominance over nature. Within this framework, it is
natural for there to be differing value orientations among local communities regarding the
priority of environmental protection versus economic development. Indeed, the literature
demonstrates that these value differences significantly influence attitudes toward and levels
of STD [5,6,18].

EC, on the other hand, refers to individuals’ sensitivity to environmental issues and
the perceived risk levels associated with these issues [19]. Individuals with high EC
consider not only the economic benefits but also the environmental acceptability of such
benefits when evaluating development processes such as tourism. This suggests that even
if tourism offers significant economic benefits, support may wane if environmental costs
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exceed certain thresholds [20]. Consequently, the simple cost–benefit balance predicted by
Social Change Theory is reinterpreted through the lens of environmental values.

In this context, EC functions not merely as an additional variable directly determining
support for tourism, but as an interpretive mechanism that shapes how perceived impacts
are evaluated. In other words, individuals question not whether tourism is beneficial, but
whether these benefits are environmentally acceptable. This situation forms the theoretical
foundation of the approach conceptualized in the literature as “conditional support” [2].
According to this, local communities do not outright oppose tourism; rather, they condition
their support on the fulfillment of sustainability criteria.

On the other hand, holding environmental values does not imply opposition to tourism.
On the contrary, since the sustainable tourism approach aims to balance environmental
protection with economic benefits, individuals with high EC may support such tourism
developments more strongly [1,21]. In this context, integrated approaches (e.g., SUS-TAS)
that address economic and social impacts alongside environmental attitudes highlight
the transformative role of environmental values in local communities’ assessments of
tourism [21].

Environmental values and ECs are not merely factors that strengthen or weaken
local communities’ attitudes toward tourism; they provide a fundamental framework
that determines under what conditions these attitudes emerge. Therefore, in sustain-
able tourism planning, taking local communities’ environmental values into account re-
quires a more inclusive assessment that goes beyond approaches based solely on economic
rationality [22–24].

2.3. Stakeholder Theory and the Multi-Stakeholder Perspective in Sustainable Tourism

Sustainable tourism, by its very nature, requires a multi-stakeholder planning and
management process [25]. Stakeholder Theory emphasizes the need to jointly assess
and balance the interests of the various actors affected by or influencing the tourism
development process [26]. This approach highlights that tourism development should be
addressed not solely through economic outcomes but within the framework of the values,
expectations, and priorities of different stakeholder groups.

In this context, local communities are among the most critical stakeholder groups
in tourism destinations because they directly experience the economic, social, and envi-
ronmental impacts of tourism. From the perspective of Stakeholder Theory, involving
local communities in tourism planning and management processes not only increases
participation but also shapes the level of support for tourism [27]. Indeed, it is widely
accepted in the literature that stakeholder participation is a fundamental element for the
success of sustainable tourism [28,29].

One of the fundamental assumptions of the stakeholder approach is that different
groups assess the impacts of tourism in various ways based on their own interests and
values [30]. This indicates that perceptions of tourism are not homogeneous and that
supportive behavior cannot be explained by a single-dimensional rationality. For example,
while actors benefiting economically from tourism tend to emphasize positive impacts,
stakeholders sensitive to environmental values may assess the same development through
the lens of environmental risks [31]. This differentiation lays the groundwork for support
for tourism to take shape depending on the circumstances.

From the perspective of this study, the fundamental contribution of Stakeholder The-
ory is that it demonstrates that local communities’ assessments of tourism are not based on
a uniform cost–benefit logic but rather on value-based differences. In this context, stake-
holder groups with high EC can link their support for tourism to sustainability conditions,
thereby reinforcing the concept of “conditional support” [32,33]. Consequently, support
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for tourism emerges not solely based on the magnitude of perceived benefits, but on the
conditions under which these benefits are deemed acceptable. Stakeholder Theory, within
the theoretical framework proposed in this study, offers a complementary perspective
that explains why local communities’ attitudes toward tourism are not homogeneous and
why support behavior exhibits a conditional structure. This approach demonstrates that
considering the values and expectations of different stakeholder groups in sustainable
tourism planning is critical for achieving lasting and balanced tourism development.

2.4. The Concept of Conditional Support

When examining local residents’ attitudes toward tourism development, it becomes
evident that their support often exhibits a conditional structure rather than a simple
pro-tourism versus anti-tourism dichotomy [34–36]. Conditional support indicates that
individuals are not fundamentally opposed to tourism, but that their support is contingent
upon certain criteria being met. In this context, the local population’s attitudes of “I support
tourism, but. . . ” point to the contextual and situational nature of evaluations regarding
tourism. These conditions typically revolve around elements such as the fair distribution of
economic benefits, the mitigation of environmental impacts, and the preservation of quality
of life [19,37,38].

There are significant empirical findings in the literature regarding the existence of
conditional support [1,39]. For example, a study conducted by Raymond and Brown in
Australia revealed that the vast majority of the local population supports tourism not
unconditionally, but under specific conditions [10]. More importantly, it has been shown
that this conditionality is related not only to structural factors such as spatial proximity
but also to how individuals perceive the outcomes of tourism. This finding indicates that
support is shaped by the nature of perceived impacts rather than geographical location.
However, a significant portion of existing studies addresses conditional support indirectly
and, in particular, models EC primarily as a mediating or moderating variable. This
approach leads to the relationship between tourism impacts and support being treated as
a linear, transmission-based process. In contrast, the phenomenon of conditional support
goes beyond this linear framework and is related to how individuals reinterpret tourism
impacts. Therefore, conditional support should be treated not merely as an outcome
variable but as the output of a perceptual and value-based reevaluation process.

At this point, the cost–benefit balance, as examined within the framework SET, emerges
not as a fixed evaluation mechanism but as a dynamic structure that reshapes itself de-
pending on conditions. Even if local communities accept the potential economic benefits
of tourism, they may withdraw their support when these benefits are not balanced by
environmental or social costs. Indeed, some studies indicate that individuals who benefit
economically from tourism perceive negative impacts less acutely, whereas those exposed
to environmental costs are more sensitive to these effects [8,9]. This situation reveals that
support is not a fixed attitude but rather a process that varies depending on the individual’s
position and perceptions.

The role of EC in the formation of conditional support constitutes a particularly critical
dimension. Individuals with high EC tend to accept tourism within certain normative
boundaries rather than rejecting it entirely. This approach corresponds to an evaluation
framework that can be summarized as “tourism is acceptable, provided the environment
is protected” [19]. For example, in the context of Rize, individuals who place high value
on the protection of natural areas may support eco-friendly tourism types while opposing
mass tourism projects that could lead to ecological damage. This situation demonstrates
that EC serves not merely as an effect variable but also as a cognitive framework that
redefines the meaning and acceptability of tourism. Similarly, the level of local residents’
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participation in decision-making processes is also a key determinant of conditional support.
From the perspective of stakeholder theory, involving individuals in decision-making pro-
cesses enhances a sense of ownership regarding tourism projects; conversely, a perception
of exclusion can lead to a weakening of conditional support or its transformation into
resistance. In this context, conditional support reflects not only individual assessments but
also governance processes.

The phenomenon of conditional support demonstrates that local communities’ at-
titudes toward tourism development cannot be explained by a reductive dichotomy of
support versus opposition. This study aims to theoretically ground the cognitive and
value-based mechanisms underlying conditional support, rather than treating it merely as
an empirical observation. In this vein, EC is treated not merely as a mediating variable but
as a mechanism that transforms the way tourism impacts are interpreted; thus, a holistic
explanation that goes beyond existing linear models is presented. This approach points
toward more dynamic and context-sensitive policy development processes that take into
account the expectations and sensitivities of local communities in the context of sustainable
tourism management.

2.5. Hypothesis Development

SET is one of the most widely used theoretical frameworks for explaining residents’
attitudes toward tourism development, positing that individuals evaluate development
processes by comparing perceived benefits against perceived costs [3]. Within the tourism
context, this perspective suggests that residents are more likely to support tourism devel-
opment when the economic, social, and infrastructural benefits outweigh the perceived
negative impacts. A substantial body of empirical research consistently demonstrates that
individuals who directly benefit from tourism exhibit more favorable attitudes toward
tourism development and higher levels of support [14,40–42].

However, beyond this general proposition, SET also implies that benefit perception
operates through multiple cognitive and evaluative pathways. In this regard, deriving
personal benefits from tourism (e.g., income, employment, or improved living standards)
plays a foundational role in shaping how individuals interpret tourism-related outcomes.
First, individuals who benefit economically from tourism are more likely to evaluate
tourism as improving their overall quality of life, which increases their level of satisfaction
with tourism development [3,14]. Satisfaction, in turn, functions as an affective evaluation
of tourism outcomes and reflects the extent to which tourism meets residents’ expectations.

Second, personal benefit is expected to influence the mechanisms of perception for-
mation. Individuals who benefit from tourism tend to cognitively emphasize positive
outcomes (e.g., economic growth, infrastructure development) while downplaying negative
consequences, a pattern widely observed in SET-based tourism studies [11,14]. Accordingly,
benefit-driven individuals are more likely to perceive tourism impacts as positive.

At the same time, SET does not assume that individuals completely ignore costs; rather,
it suggests that perceived benefits may increase tolerance toward negative impacts. In
other words, individuals who benefit from tourism may still recognize negative impacts
(e.g., congestion, environmental degradation), but these impacts are interpreted as more
acceptable or manageable [43,44]. This explains why personal benefit may also be positively
associated with the perception of negative impacts, not because such impacts are denied,
but because they are cognitively integrated into a tolerable cost framework.

Finally, since personal benefit enhances both satisfaction and positive perceptions of
impacts (two key determinants of support in SET), it is expected to have a direct positive
effect on STD as well [3,11,14].
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Based on these theoretically grounded mechanisms, the following hypotheses
are proposed:

H1. Deriving personal benefit from tourism development positively affects local community satisfaction.

H2. Deriving personal benefit from tourism development positively affects perceived negative
tourism impacts.

H3. Deriving personal benefit from tourism development positively affects perceived positive
tourism impacts.

H4. Deriving personal benefit from tourism development positively affects STD.

In the SET literature, local residents’ STD is explained not only through perceptions
of direct benefits but also through how these benefits reflect on individuals’ overall life
satisfaction. Indeed, the approach outlined by Ap [3] emphasizes that individuals’ tendency
to support tourism is based on their assessments of whether tourism enhances their own
quality of life. Within this framework, the economic, social, and infrastructural gains
derived from tourism are considered a critical inter e mechanism in the emergence of
supportive behavior, as they enhance individuals’ life satisfaction. Similarly, Nunkoo
and Ramkissoon [14] empirically demonstrate that local residents’ STD is shaped not so
much by direct perceptions of benefits but rather by the overall level of satisfaction these
benefits generate.

On the other hand, perceptions of tourism’s positive effects are also a key determi-
nant of supportive behavior. The perception of positive effects such as economic growth,
increased employment, cultural revitalization, and infrastructure development leads indi-
viduals to view tourism as a more legitimate and desirable tool for development [45]. This
situation demonstrates that the “perceived net benefit” in the rational evaluation process
predicted by SET is shaped not only by individual gains but also by positive outcomes
perceived at the societal level. Consequently, individuals’ high perception of tourism’s
positive effects both increases their overall satisfaction levels and directly strengthens
supportive behavior toward tourism development.

When this theoretical framework is considered together, it becomes evident that the
local residents’ STD is shaped through two primary mechanisms: (i) general satisfaction
arising from tourism’s contribution to quality of life, and (ii) the positive perception of
tourism’s economic, social, and cultural outcomes. Accordingly, it is assumed that both
satisfaction and the perceived positive effects play a decisive role in support behavior. Based
on these theoretical grounds, the following hypotheses have been developed [3,14,45]:

H5. Local community satisfaction positively affects STD.

H6. Perceived positive tourism impacts positively influence STD.

The sustainable tourism literature demonstrates that local residents’ attitudes toward
tourism development cannot be explained solely by a cost–benefit balance. Especially
in destinations with high EC, individuals consider environmental values and long-term
ecological risks beyond economic returns when evaluating tourism development [16,20,21].
This situation limits the linear rationality predicted by the classical Social Change Theory
(SET) and necessitates the inclusion of normative factors in the model.

At this point, NEP offers a critical framework for explaining individuals’ fundamental
worldviews regarding the human-nature relationship [17]. According to the NEP approach,
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individuals with high sensitivity to environmental values adopt more cautious attitudes
toward development-oriented activities when an environmental threat is perceived, even
if economic benefits are high [16,20,21]. Consequently, the impact of tourism’s perceived
effects on individuals’ levels of EC plays a decisive role in shaping overall evaluations
of tourism.

First, the perceived positive effects of tourism (e.g., economic development, infrastruc-
ture development, and improved quality of life), while generally reinforcing supportive
attitudes, can also increase awareness of the pressure on natural resources within the con-
text of sustainability. The literature emphasizes that the intensified use of environmental
resources accompanying tourism development can trigger EC in individuals [13,20,41].
Therefore, it is anticipated that the positive effects of tourism may play a role in increasing
environmental anxiety.

In this regard:

H7. Perceived positive effects of tourism positively influence environmental concern.

Second, the perceived negative effects of tourism (e.g., environmental degradation,
overcrowding, resource consumption, and social issues) are factors expected to directly
reduce support levels according to the classical SET approach [3,14,42]. However, the
sustainable tourism literature indicates that this relationship does not always occur directly
and that how individuals interpret these negative effects is decisive [8–10]. In particular,
negative effects perceived as environmental threats may influence support for tourism
indirectly through EC rather than directly reducing it.

Therefore, it is important to test the direct effect of perceived negative impacts
on support:

H8. Perceived negative effects of tourism negatively influence STD.

Furthermore, the literature clearly demonstrates that the negative impacts of tourism
increase individuals’ levels of EC. Factors such as environmental degradation, pollution,
and the overexploitation of natural resources reinforce individuals’ perception of envi-
ronmental threats and increase their sensitivity toward the environment [19,20,22–24].
Therefore, it is expected that negative impacts function as a mechanism that increases EC:

H9. Perceived negative impacts of tourism positively influence environmental anxiety.

Finally, the effect of environmental anxiety levels on support for tourism is one of the
central areas of discussion in NEP and sustainable tourism literature. Individuals with
high EC evaluate tourism activities not only in terms of economic benefits but also based
on environmental sustainability criteria, and shape their support accordingly [16,17,20].
In this context, EC emerges as a limiting or conditioning factor for support toward
tourism development.

Therefore:

H10. Environmental concern significantly influences STD.

It is increasingly accepted in the literature that local residents’ STD is not a linear or
automatic process, but rather is shaped by specific conditions. This approach is particularly
addressed within the framework of the concept of “conditional support” and argues that
individuals’ attitudes toward tourism are determined not only by the perceived cost–benefit
balance but also by how these effects are interpreted [8–10]. In this context, perceived
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negative impacts do not necessarily lead to a direct decrease in support in every situation;
rather, support is limited when these impacts are perceived as an environmental threat.
Consequently, the relationship between negative impacts and support is not direct but
occurs indirectly through individuals’ level of EC [8,9].

Similarly, even when the positive effects of tourism are perceived, local community
support does not emerge unconditionally if these effects are perceived as conflicting with
environmental values. In particular, individuals sensitive to environmental values, while
acknowledging economic and social benefits, argue that these benefits must align with
sustainability principles [9,10]. This situation leads to the re-evaluation of even perceived
positive impacts through the lens of EC and demonstrates that support behavior is shaped
through this normative filter.

This theoretical framework reveals that EC is not merely an independent attitude
variable but also a critical mediating mechanism that transforms the relationship between
perceived tourism impacts and support. Consequently, it is expected that the influence
of both perceived negative and positive impacts on local residents’ STD occurs not di-
rectly but indirectly through EC. In this context, the following mediation hypotheses have
been developed:

H11. Environmental concern mediates the relationship between perceived negative tourism impacts
and STD.

H12. Environmental concern mediates the relationship between perceived positive tourism impacts
and STD.

These hypotheses will test an integrated framework that enriches the rational core
assumptions of Social Change Theory with the transformative effect of environmental
values and the decisive role of stakeholder participation. Thus, the perspective of the local
community living in Rize on sustainable tourism can be understood by considering both
individual cost–benefit calculations and the social and environmental context in which they
live. This theoretical approach aims to make a significant contribution to the sustainable
tourism literature by addressing existing gaps and combining established concepts in novel
ways. In the following section, the research methodology and findings related to testing
these hypotheses will be discussed.

3. Research Design
3.1. Research Area

In the current study, the local population living in the Rize destination has been
defined as the population. Rize’s natural and geographical features, along with its rapidly
growing tourism potential in recent years, have made it a noteworthy destination. For
example, in 2023, the number of tourists visiting Rize reached 1,341,996; 1,196,054 of these
visitors were domestic tourists, and 145,942 were foreign tourists [46]. Rize has a total of
3 five-star, 1 four-star, 11 three-star, 4 two-star, and 2 one-star hotels [47]. Additionally,
bungalows and small-scale guesthouses located in districts closely associated with tourism,
such as Çamlıhemşin, attract significant interest from tourists visiting the region [48].
There are a total of 122 tourism businesses licensed by the municipality and the ministry
in Rize. These accommodation facilities have 2920 rooms and a capacity of 5986 beds.
The aforementioned tourism facilities are expanding day by day to meet the needs and
expectations of tourists visiting Rize. Infrastructure plays a crucial role in the choice of
a destination and in satisfying the tourists who visit it [49].
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In addition to its geography and natural beauty (meadows, valleys, forests, streams,
and tea gardens), Rize’s local cuisine and cultural values attract both domestic and inter-
national tourists [48,50–53]. Rize offers its visitors unique experiences, particularly in the
areas of highland tourism and nature-ecotourism; the local community plays a decisive
and indispensable role in delivering these experiences and ensuring the sustainability of
tourism [52]. It is well known that within the tourism sector, the local community holds
a central position in social and economic life, not only through agriculture and tea produc-
tion but also through tourism activities. The active involvement of the local community in
areas such as tourism investments, accommodation services, guiding, food and beverage,
transportation, and cultural services increases economic diversity and directly contributes
to the sustainability of tourism [54]. Therefore, identifying the local community living
in Rize as the study population provides an opportunity to observe the social impacts of
tourist activities in a holistic manner.

3.2. Scales Used in the Research

A six-variable measurement model was developed for the study. The measurement
model is presented in Figure 2. Scales found in the literature were used to measure the
six variables specified in the measurement model. A questionnaire consisting of
two sections was designed. The first section measures the research variables, while the
second section collects demographic information regarding the participants’ gender, age,
marital status, education level, and income level. All items were evaluated on a 5-point
Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree → 5 = strongly agree).
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Figure 2. Conceptual Model.

The Perceived Positive and Negative Effects of Tourism, Personal Benefits from
Tourism Development, Local Community Satisfaction with Tourism Development, and
Attitudes Toward Supporting Tourism Development were measured using a scale adapted
by Ekici and Çizel [55]. Ekici and Çizel [55] developed this scale by drawing on studies
conducted by Andereck and Vogt [56], Hong Long [57], Yoon et al. [58], Chen and Chen [59],
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Long and Kayat [60], Dyer et al. [61], Oviedo-Garcia et al. [62], Ritchie and Inkari [63],
Altunel [64], Vargas Sánchez et al. [65], Wang et al. [66], and Çavuş and Tanrısevdi [67].
The scale has previously been applied in the same research region and validated within the
local linguistic and cultural context. This supports contextual equivalence and strengthens
the validity and reliability of the present study’s measurements [54].

The EC scale, which was treated as a mediating variable in the study, includes 8 state-
ments (environment-focused) adapted from the NEP Scale by Dunlap and Van Liere [68]
and revised by Dunlap et al. [17]. The scale has been used in Turkey by Furman [69], and its
construct validity was tested by Aytaç and Öngen [70]. In this study, the adapted version
of the EC scale, which has undergone construct validity testing, was used.

Google Forms were used to administer the surveys. This saved dozens of sheets of
paper that would have been wasted as physical output. This indirectly contributes to
sustainability by preventing the cutting of many trees, a factor considered in many studies.
Furthermore, participant consent was obtained before creating the e-survey form. The
questions in the study, which were distributed to the local community in Rize via e-survey,
were designed so that they could not be submitted unless fully completed. This resulted in
416 usable surveys.

3.3. Data Collection

The population of this study consists of all local residents living in Rize Province.
According to 2024 data, Rize’s total population is 346,977, of which 173,525 are male and
173,452 are female [71]. The population distribution by district in Rize is presented in Table 1.
The questionnaire developed for this study was administered to the local population living
in Rize in December 2025. During the sampling process, convenience sampling was used
in conjunction with cluster sampling and non-probability sampling methods [72–74]. Since
the data used in the study are primary data, the necessary ethical approval was obtained
via Decision No. 2025/1738 of the Recep Tayyip Erdoğan University Ethics Committee.

Table 1. Population Distribution of Rize by District (2024 data).

District Total Population

Central 151,617
Ardeşen 43,418
Çayeli 42,208
Pazar 31,776

Fındıklı 16,677
Güneysu 15,198

Kalkandere 13,788
Iyidere 8635

Camlihemşin 7361
Ikizdere 6939

Derepazarı 6938
Hemşin 2422

Source: Elaborated by the authors based on publicly available population statistics obtained from official
sources [71].

An online survey was chosen as the primary data collection method, and participants
were reached through multiple communication channels. In this context, the survey link
was distributed to relevant local groups via neighborhood representatives; additionally,
participants’ access to the survey was encouraged through telephone calls, mobile messag-
ing apps, and in-person outreach. Furthermore, to ensure that individuals with limited
digital access or those who preferred not to complete the survey online could be included
in the study, direct interviews were conducted with participants. Survey questions were
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posed verbally within a standardized framework, and the responses were simultaneously
recorded as an e-survey in a digital format using tablet devices. This approach aims to en-
sure consistency in the data entry process and minimize measurement errors. Additionally,
it contributed to increasing sample diversity by including individuals of different ages and
socio-demographic characteristics in the study. However, conducting the data collection
process in this manner does not completely eliminate the risks of potential mode effects and
coverage bias. Therefore, these limitations must be taken into account when interpreting
the findings.

In cluster sampling, the population is divided into sub-clusters based on natural and
geographical characteristics [74]. Accordingly, all districts under the province of Rize,
which constitute the study population, were accepted as natural clusters and included
in the sampling process without any cluster selection. There are a total of 12 settlements
in the province of Rize, including the central district [75]. Within this scope, the data
collection process was conducted among individuals residing in Ardeşen, Pazar, Fındıklı,
Hemşin, Çamlıhemşin, Çayeli, Güneysu, İkizdere, Kalkandere, İyidere, Derepazarı, and
the provincial center. The target number of participants to be reached in each cluster was
determined proportionally, taking into account the population sizes of the relevant districts.
However, due to time and access constraints, convenience sampling was preferred when
reaching participants within each cluster. In this context, the survey link was distributed to
participants through neighborhood representatives via telephone, mobile applications, and
face-to-face interviews.

The combined use of these two methods offers advantages in terms of time and cost,
particularly in large and dispersed populations [76,77]. The cluster sampling method
ensured that settlements with diverse geographic and sociodemographic characteristics
were included in the sample, thereby enhancing the reliability of the findings [77]. However,
the convenience sampling method applied within clusters increases the risk of selection
bias compared to probability-based sampling techniques and may limit the statistical
representativeness of the sample. Therefore, the generalizability of the findings should be
interpreted by considering the structural characteristics of the sample and the nature of the
data collection process.

A total of 416 questionnaires were collected for the study. The collected data were
analyzed using the SPSS 24 software package, and outliers were identified by calculating
Mahalanobis distances. Questionnaires numbered 240 and 250, which violated the normal-
ity assumption, were excluded from the dataset, and the analyses were continued based
on 414 valid questionnaires [42]. The literature indicates that a minimum sample size of
384 is sufficient at a 95% confidence interval for populations in the 250,000–500,000 range.
Considering Rize’s population of 346,977, the 414 observations obtained can be considered
sufficient for the analyses [71,78,79].

Statistical information regarding the demographic characteristics of the study partic-
ipants has been analyzed. According to the data, 49% of the participants were women
and 51% were men. The majority of participants were married (59.2%). Looking at the
age distribution, most participants were concentrated in the 21–30 (29%), 31–40 (29%), and
41–50 (29.2%) age groups, while 8% were aged 51 and older. In terms of educational back-
ground, a significant portion of participants were university graduates (60.4%), followed
by high school graduates (20.8%), while those with master’s or doctoral degrees accounted
for 10.4%. In terms of income, 26.3% of participants had an income of 50,001 TL or more,
followed by 23.2% with an income of 22,104 TL or less. When evaluating the length of time
participants had lived in Rize, it is noteworthy that the majority had lived in the region
for 25 years or more (42.3%). Furthermore, 59.4% of participants answered “yes” to the
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question “Do you interact with tourists?”, while 40.6% answered “no.” This indicates that
the majority of the local population living in Rize interacts directly with tourists.

Figure 3 shows the distribution statistics of the collected data by district. According to
this information, the highest participation rate is from Rize Center (24.9%), followed by
Ardeşen (15.9%) and Çayeli (15.5%). This information is consistent with the distribution in
Table 1.

 

Figure 3. Distribution Statistics by District. Source: Elaborated by the authors based on publicly
available population statistics obtained from official sources [71].

3.4. Reliability and Validity Findings

To determine whether the distributions of the variables included in the study are sta-
tistically normal, it was examined whether each variable separately and all variables
together conform to a normal distribution [73]. In this context, the values of kurto-
sis and skewness were used to evaluate the normality assumption. As stated by Hair,
Black, Babin, and Anderson [42], values of ±2.58 at a 0.05 significance level and ±1.96 at
a 0.01 significance level were accepted as reference limits. Accordingly, the kurtosis and
skewness coefficients for the scales used in the study are presented in Table 2.

Table 2. Kurtosis and Skewness Values.

Variables Items Kurtosis Skewness

PP
IT

1. Tourism contributes to the cultural development of the local community. −0.529 −0.862

2. Tourism improves the quality of life for the local community. −0.483 −0.760

3. Tourism provides economic benefits to the local community. 1.565 −1.628

4. Tourism is one of the most important sectors supporting the local economy. 0.094 −1.089

5. Tourism contributes to the protection and development of the
natural environment. −1.082 0.217

6. Tourism improves environmental quality for future generations. −1.165 0.037
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Table 2. Cont.

Variables Items Kurtosis Skewness

PN
IT

1. Tourism negatively affects the attitudes and behaviors of the
local population. −0.567 0.515

2. Tourism leads to the loss of the local population’s cultural values. −0.560 0.578

3. Tourism leads to social problems (gambling, prostitution, etc.). −0.718 0.489

4. Tourism increases the prices of local products and services. 0.210 −1.104

5. Tourism causes problems such as overcrowding, noise, and traffic. −0.835 −0.595

6. Tourism development causes environmental pollution (garbage,
waste, air, and water). −1.005 −0.513

7. Tourism causes the cost of living in the region to rise. −0.374 −0.865

PB
TD

1. I also benefit from the overall tourism development in the region. −1.274 −0.017

2. Tourism development has a positive impact on my business. −1.304 0.117

3. If there were no tourism in the region, my business would
decline significantly. −0.732 0.671

LS
TD

1. I am satisfied with the public services that have developed
alongside tourism. −0.870 −0.209

2. I am satisfied with the environmental changes and developments
brought about by tourism. −0.948 −0.188

3. I am satisfied with the economic developments that tourism has
brought to our region. −0.308 −0.794

4. I am satisfied with the social opportunities and possibilities that
tourism has brought to our region. −0.545 −0.616

ST
D

1. Tourism should continue to be an important part of our society. 0.050 −0.977

2. Tourism investments in the region should continue to increase. −0.364 −0.820

3. Efforts should be made to further develop tourism in the region. −0.204 −0.923

4. I support the development of tourism in the region. −0.310 −0.886

EC

1. The population is growing at a rate that exceeds the Earth’s
carrying capacity. −0.735 −0.594

2. When humans interfere with nature, it often leads to
disastrous consequences. −0.255 −0.923

3. Humans are overusing and consuming nature and
natural resources. 0.280 −1.180

4. Plants and animals have as much right to life as humans. 2.235 −1.829

5. Despite our special abilities, humans are still subject to the laws
of nature. −0.044 −0.892

6. The world is like a spaceship with very limited space
and resources. −1.085 −0.172

7. The balance of nature is very delicate and easily disrupted. −0.875 −0.616

8. If things continue as they are now, we will soon face a major
ecological disaster. −0.642 −0.754

PPIT: Perceived Positive Impacts of Tourism, PNIT: Perceived Negative Impacts of Tourism, PBTD: Personal
Benefit from Tourism Development, LSTD: Local People’s Satisfaction with Tourism Development, STD: Support
for Tourism Development, EC: Environmental Concern.

It is observed that the kurtosis values for the Perceived Positive Impacts of Tourism
scale range from −1.165 to 1.565, while the skewness coefficients range from −1.628 to
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0.217. In the Perceived Negative Impacts of Tourism scale, the kurtosis values were found
to be between −1.005 and 0.210, while the skewness values were between −1.104 and 0.578.
In the Personal Benefit from Tourism Development scale, the kurtosis values ranged from
−1.304 to −0.732, while the skewness values ranged from −0.017 to 0.671. In the Local
People Satisfaction with Tourism Development scale, the kurtosis coefficients ranged from
−0.948 to −0.308, while the skewness values ranged from −0.794 to −0.188. In the STD
scale, the kurtosis values were found to be between −0.364 and 0.050, while the skewness
values ranged from −0.977 to −0.820. For the EC scale, the kurtosis values ranged from
−1.085 to 2.235, while the skewness values ranged from −1.829 to −0.172.

Overall, the kurtosis and skewness values fall within the acceptable thresholds sug-
gested by Hair et al. [42], indicating that the normality assumption is satisfied (see Table 2).
This suggests that the distributional properties of the data are compatible with the require-
ments of covariance-based SEM, thereby strengthening the robustness and credibility of
the subsequent model estimations.

In this study, factor analysis was used to determine the construct validity of the
variables. Factor analysis is generally categorized into two main types: exploratory factor
analysis and confirmatory factor analysis. Exploratory factor analysis is a method used to
identify the dimensions under which the items of a newly developed scale are grouped.
Therefore, it is recommended that exploratory factor analysis be conducted first in the scale
development process. In confirmatory factor analysis, which constitutes the second stage,
structural validity is again evaluated; however, in this case, the dimensions of the scale and
the structures to which the items belong have been determined beforehand, and the aim is
to validate these structures [42,72].

In this context, confirmatory factor analysis was employed in the study. This choice
was based on the fact that the scales measuring the six core variables (PPIT, PNIT, PBTD,
LSTD, STD, and EC) are well-established and validated instruments in the literature.

Table 3 presents the statistical results related to the measurement model. The literature
states that the lowest factor loading should be 0.50 or higher [42]. As a result of the
confirmatory factor analysis performed using the AMOS 24 software package, the sixth
item of the EC variable was excluded from the analyses because it remained below the
0.50 factor loading threshold. The factor loadings of the other variables are above the
threshold value (0.50), as shown in Table 3. Upon examining the relevant table, it was
determined that the lowest AVE value belonged to the EC dimension (0.512), while the
highest AVE value was observed in the STD dimension (0.864). The fact that all AVE values
obtained were above the minimum acceptable level of 0.50 specified by Hair et al. [42]
indicates that the structures can be adequately explained. When examining the CR values,
it was found that the lowest structural reliability value belonged to the PBTD variable
(0.858), while the highest CR value was in the STD dimension (0.962). All of these values
were above the recommended minimum CR level of 0.70 [42].

Table 3. Confirmatory factor analysis and reliability analysis.

Items Mean Std.
Factor Load t-Values CR AVE Cronbach’s

Alpha
Correlation

(Correlation Coefficients)

PPIT1 3.69 0.802 Fixed *

0.888 0.582 0.903

Perceived Negative Impacts of
Tourism: 0.317 (0.100)

PPIT2 3.61 0.816 23.176 Personal Benefit from Tourism
Development: 0.392 (0.153)

PPIT3 4.15 0.913 21.863
Local Residents’ Satisfaction
with Tourism Development:

0.648 (0.419)
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Table 3. Cont.

Items Mean Std.
Factor Load t-Values CR AVE Cronbach’s

Alpha
Correlation

(Correlation Coefficients)

PPIT4 3.91 0.895 21.350

0.888 0.582 0.903

Support for Tourism
Development: 0.701 (0.491)

PPIT5 2.77 0.506 10.504 Environmental Concern:
0.665 (0.442)

PPIT6 2.93 0.542 11.343

PNIT1 2.45 0.554 Fixed *

0.890 0.548 0.903

Personal Benefit from Tourism
Development: 0.075 (0.005)

PNIT2 2.48 0.620 15.151
Local Residents’ Satisfaction
with Tourism Development:

0.160 (0.025)

PNIT3 2.46 0.519 8.807 Support for Tourism
Development: 0.213 (0.045)

PNIT4 3.86 0.748 11.221 Environmental Concern:
0.552 (0.272)

PNIT5 3.43 0.921 12.493

PNIT6 3.44 0.924 12.509

PNIT7 3.73 0.784 11,528

PBTD1 2.95 0.799 15,617

0.858 0.67 0.855

Satisfaction with Tourism
Development: 0.506 (0.256)

PBTD2 2.85 0.917 16.559 Support for Tourism
Development: 0.522 (0.272)

PBTD3 2.41 0.730 Fixed * Environmental Concern:
0.295 (0.087)

LSTD1 3.08 0.741 Fixed *

0.898 0.692 0.898

Environmental Concern:
0.512 (0.262)

LSTD2 3.01 0.724 14.900

LSTD3 3.50 0.911 19,158

LSTD4 3.43 0.930 19,534

STD1 3.71 0.894 Fixed *

0.962 0.864 0.962

Environmental Concern:
0.580 (0.336)

STD2 3.68 0.903 28.803
Local Residents’ Satisfaction
with Tourism Development:

0.757 (0.573)

STD3 3.73 0.966 34.784

STD4 3.72 0.953 33,453

EC1 3.54 0.591 11,581

0.878 0.512 0.882

EC2 3.79 0.630 12.321

EC3 3.97 0.769 15,161

EC4 4.32 0.887 17,434

EC5 3.74 0.733 14,440

EC7 3.64 0.629 12,341

EC8 3.67 0.726 Fixed *

Fit indices: χ2/df = 2.951. * First item loadings were fixed to 1 for scale identification.
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When examining Cronbach’s Alpha coefficients to determine the internal consistency
of the scales, it was determined that the lowest value was in the PBTD scale (0.855) and the
highest value was in the STD variable (0.962). All these values being above the minimum
threshold of 0.70 indicates that the scales are sufficiently reliable [42,80].

Since the CR and AVE values obtained from the confirmatory factor analysis were at
an acceptable level, it can be stated that the convergent validity of the variables included in
the study was achieved. Furthermore, the fact that the squares of the correlations between
the latent variables in the model were lower than the AVE values of the relevant variables
indicates that discriminant validity was achieved.

The CFA fit indices for the overall model were calculated as follows: χ2/df = 2.951,
AGFI = 0.807, CFI = 0.925, RMSEA = 0.069, GFI = 0.839, and TLI = 0.915. These results
indicate that most fit indices fall within acceptable thresholds suggested in the literature.
However, it should be noted that GFI and AGFI values are close to the lower acceptable
limits. This suggests that the model demonstrates an acceptable, though not perfect, level of
fit. The fact that the distribution characteristics of the dataset do not lead to any violations
in subsequent analyses and satisfy the model assumptions indicates that the model is
consistent with the observed data.

Given that the data in this study were collected from a single source using a self-
reported questionnaire, the potential risk of common method bias was carefully considered.
Several procedural remedies were applied to minimize this risk. First, respondents were
assured of anonymity and confidentiality, reducing evaluation apprehension and social
desirability bias. Second, items measuring different constructs were presented in a mixed
and non-sequential order to create psychological separation between variables. Third, pre-
viously validated scales were used to reduce ambiguity and measurement error. However,
as with all cross-sectional and self-reported data, the possibility of residual method bias
cannot be entirely ruled out.

Table 4 presents the goodness-of-fit criteria used for evaluating the CFA and SEM
models based on established thresholds in the literature.

Table 4. SEM and CFA goodness-of-fit indices.

Fitness Criteria Good Fit Acceptable Fit References

Overall Model Fit

χ2 0 ≤ χ2 ≤ 3df -

χ2/df 0 ≤ χ2/df ≤ 2 2 < χ2/df ≤ 5 [79]

p-value 0.05 < p ≤ 1.00 0.01 ≤ p ≤ 0.05

Comparative Fit Indices

RMSEA 0 ≤ RMSEA ≤ 0.05 0.05 < RMSEA ≤ 0.08 [81]

RMSEA (<0.05) 0.10 < p ≤ 1.00 0.05 ≤ p ≤ 0.10 [82]

NFI 0.95 ≤ NFI ≤ 1.00 0.90 ≤ NFI < 0.95 [79,83]

NNFI 0.95 ≤ NNFI ≤ 1.00 0.90 ≤ NNFI < 0.95 [84,85]

CFI 0.95 ≤ CFI ≤ 1.00 0.90 ≤ CFI < 0.95

Absolute Fit Indices

GFI 0.90 ≤ GFI ≤ 1.00 0.80 ≤ GFI ≤ 0.89 [86]

SRMR 0 ≤ SRMR ≤ 0.05 0.05 < SRMR ≤ 0.08 [87]
Source: Yılmaz & Özgener [88].

The correlation analysis presented in Table 5 indicates that there are generally positive
and significant relationships among the variables; however, these relationships are shaped
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at different levels and through theoretical mechanisms. In particular, the strong relation-
ships between PPIT and LSTD (r = 0.627, p < 0.01) and STD (r = 0.664, p < 0.01) support the
notion that individuals make evaluations based on their perception of benefits within the
framework of Social Change Theory (SET). Similarly, the moderate correlations between
PBTD and both satisfaction (r = 0.472, p < 0.01) and support (r = 0.465, p < 0.01) highlight
the decisive role of individual gains in shaping attitudes. The high correlation between
LSTD and STD (r = 0.714, p < 0.01) indicates the conceptual proximity of these two variables
and suggests that supportive behavior is largely shaped through satisfaction. In contrast,
the absence of a significant relationship between PNIT and PBTD (p > 0.05) indicates that
individuals do not directly consider negative effects in their benefit assessments.

Table 5. Correlation coefficients.

Mean Standard Deviation 1 2 3 4 5 6

1. PPIT 3.508 1.065

2. PNIT 3.122 0.985 0.127 **

3. PBTD 2.735 1.177 0.364 ** 0.067 NS

4. LSTD 3.256 1.049 0.627 ** 0.100 * 0.472 **

5. STD 3.709 1.176 0.664 ** 0.186 ** 0.465 ** 0.714 **

6. EC 3.810 0.965 0.506 ** 0.519 ** 0.227 ** 0.402 ** 0.496 **
** In the two-tailed test, the correlation was found to be statistically significant at the 1% significance level.
* In the two-tailed test, the correlation was found to be statistically significant at the 5% significance level.
NS Not Significant.

Furthermore, the strong relationship between PNIT and EC (r = 0.519, p < 0.01) and
the moderate association between EC and tourism support (r = 0.496, p < 0.01) highlight the
transformative role of environmental values in shaping attitudes. These findings indicate
that, within the NEP framework, EC conditions support for tourism.

Table 5 also presents the mean scores for the variables included in the study. Upon
examining the mean values, it is observed that the lowest mean belongs to the PBTD
variable (Mean = 2.735). In contrast, it was determined that the highest mean value belongs
to the EC variable (Mean = 3.810). When the means of the other variables are evaluated,
they can be ranked as PNIT (Mean = 3.122), LSTD (Mean = 3.256), PPIT (Mean = 3.508), and
STD (Mean = 3.709). These results indicate that participants’ perceptions of the positive
effects of tourism, support for tourism, and environmental awareness are relatively higher.

4. Hypothesis Testing
4.1. Direct Effect Analysis Results

SEM enables the simultaneous testing of direct and indirect effects between variables
through models created within the scope of the research [81]. Accordingly, SPSS 26 and
AMOS 24 programs were used to test the model developed for the current research [89].
Kline’s classification [90] was used to evaluate the effect levels of the hypotheses tested in
the study. Accordingly, standardized coefficients (β) at the 0.10 level are interpreted as low,
those at approximately the 0.30 level as medium, and those above 0.50 as high effect size.

Furthermore, the criteria proposed by Kline [90] were also considered in evaluating
the R2 values that reveal the explanatory power of the variables included in the model.
Accordingly, R2 values below 0.01 are considered low, around 0.10 are considered moderate,
and above 0.30 are considered high levels of explanatory power. Within this scope, the SEM
results related to the hypotheses developed in the study are presented in detail in Table 6.
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Table 6. SEM Results.

Hypotheses Relationships Std. Factor
Load (β) t-Values p-Value Results Power of Influence (a1)

H1 PBTD→LSTD 0.549 ** 8.888 <0.001 supported High

H2 PBTD→PNIT 0.112 2.02 0.043 supported Near Low Medium

H3 PBTD→PPIT 0.453 ** 7.691 <0.001 supported Near High Medium

H4 PBTD→STD 0.158 ** 3.504 <0.001 supported Near Low Medium

H5 LSTD→STD 0.459 ** 8.541 <0.001 supported Near High Medium

H6 PPIT→STD 0.296 ** 5.301 <0.001 supported Medium

H7 PPIT→EC 0.577 ** 10.7 <0.001 supported High

H8 PNIT→STD −0.04 NS* −0.932 0.351 rejected Low

H9 PNIT→EC 0.415 ** 7.332 <0.001 supported Near High Medium

H10 EC→STD 0.164 ** 2.9 0.004 supported Near Low Medium

Fit indices: χ2/df = 3.320; PNIT = 0.012; LSTD = 0.302; STD = 0.631; EC = 0.529. ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05; NS: Not
Significant. a1 = 0.10 and below: low; 0.30 and above: medium; 0.50 and above: high.

The structural model results presented in Table 6 indicate that PBTD has a significant
and substantial positive effect on LSTD (β = 0.549, t = 8.888, p < 0.001), supporting H1. This
finding suggests that residents who derive economic and functional gains from tourism
tend to internalize these benefits as improvements in their overall well-being, thereby
enhancing their satisfaction with tourism development. In line with Social Exchange
Theory, this result confirms that perceived benefits are not only cognitively evaluated but
also translated into affective responses. Additionally, PBTD has a positive and statistically
significant, albeit relatively weaker, effect on PNIT (β = 0.112, t = 2.02, p < 0.05), supporting
H2. This finding indicates that individuals who benefit from tourism do not necessarily
ignore its negative consequences; rather, they may recognize such impacts but interpret
them as tolerable within a broader framework of benefits.

Furthermore, personal benefit exerts a strong positive influence on PPIT (β = 0.453,
t = 7.691, p < 0.001), supporting H3. This result suggests that individuals who benefit from
tourism are more likely to cognitively emphasize and reinforce positive outcomes such
as economic growth and infrastructure development, which aligns with the perception
formation mechanisms proposed by SET.

Finally, PBTD has a positive and significant effect on STD (STD) (β = 0.158, t = 3.504,
p < 0.001), supporting H4. However, the relatively lower magnitude of this effect compared
to its influence on satisfaction and perception variables suggests that support is not shaped
solely by direct benefit considerations but may also be influenced by additional mediating
or normative factors.

The results of the structural model indicate that local residents’ tendencies to support
tourism development exhibit a multidimensional structure. First, a positive and significant
relationship was found between LSTD and STD (β = 0.459; p < 0.001). This finding indicates
that satisfaction is one of the key determinants of support behavior and validates the benefit-
based evaluation mechanism predicted within the SET framework (H5 is supported). PPIT
has a strong effect on both tourism support (β = 0.296; p < 0.001) and EC (β = 0.577;
p < 0.001), indicating that this variable plays a central role in the model. In particular, its
high impact on EC indicates that positive effects are perceived not only through economic
and social channels but also through environmental awareness (H6 and H7 are supported).

In contrast, the direct effect of PNIT on tourism support was not found to be statistically
significant (β = −0.040; p > 0.05). This suggests that negative effects do not directly weaken
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support but may operate through indirect mechanisms (H8 is rejected). Indeed, the positive
and significant effect of PNIT on EC (β = 0.415; p < 0.001) reveals that negative effects gain
significance particularly through EC (H9 is supported). Finally, while the effect of EC on
tourism support is positive and significant, it is relatively limited (β = 0.164; p < 0.01). This
finding indicates that support for tourism is shaped not only by economic benefits but also
by environmental values, though this effect plays a more indirect and complementary role
(H10 is supported).

When examining the overall fit values of the model (χ2/df = 3.320; CFI = 0.909;
TLI = 0.900; RMSEA = 0.075), it is seen that the model has acceptable levels of fit. When
examining the explained variance values, R2 = 0.205 for PPIT, R2 = 0.012 for PNIT, R2 = 0.302
for LSTD, R2 = 0.631 for STD, and R2 = 0.529 for EC were found. These results indicate that
the model explains the tourism development support variable to a high degree.

4.2. Indirect Effect Analysis Results

To examine the mediating role of the EC variable, the bootstrap confidence interval
approach was employed in the study. As noted in the literature, this method is consid-
ered one of the most reliable and accurate techniques for evaluating the mediating effect
under various research conditions [91]. In this context, a bootstrap confidence interval-
based mediation test was applied to determine the indirect effects of the variables in
the study. Among bootstrap methods, the bias-corrected (BC) bootstrap technique was
preferred [91,92]. In the BC bootstrap approach, the number of resampling must first be
determined. Accordingly, 1000 resampling trials and a 95% confidence interval were used,
as widely accepted in the literature [93]. Within the SEM framework, the classification
proposed by Zhao et al. [94] was employed to evaluate the mediating effect and interpret
the results. The findings regarding the mediating effect of the EC variable in the current
study are presented in Appendix A.

Appendix A shows that the EC variable plays a significant mediating role in the
relationships examined. First, it was determined that EC plays a significant mediating
role in the effect of PPIT on STD (Indirect effect = 0.149; p = 0.002). The lower limit of the
bootstrap confidence interval is 0.057 and the upper limit is 0.263, and there is no zero value
within this interval. This finding indicates that EC exerts a significant mediating effect in
the relationship between PPIT and STD [91]. Furthermore, the significance of the direct
effect (Direct effect = 0.554; p = 0.003) in the relevant model suggests that complementary
mediation is valid according to the classification by Zhao et al. [94]. In other words, while
the direct effect of PPIT on STD persists, EC provides an additional indirect contribution to
this relationship.

Similarly, EC was found to have a significant mediating role in the effect of PNIT
on STD (Indirect effect = 0.104; p = 0.002). According to the bootstrap results, the lower
confidence limit is 0.039 and the upper limit is 0.195, and zero is not included in this range.
Therefore, it can be stated that EC has an indirect and significant effect on the relationship
between PNIT and STD. However, the direct effect is found to be negative and significant
(Direct effect = −0.114; p = 0.048). According to Zhao et al. [94], this finding is also classified
as complementary mediation. In other words, while the direct effect of PNIT on STD
shifts from negative to positive, EC produces an additional indirect effect that strengthens
this relationship. In line with these results, it can be said that EC acts as an important
psychological mechanism in the relationships between the perceived positive and negative
effects of tourism and STD; individuals’ levels of sensitivity toward the environment play
a decisive role in shaping supportive behaviors.
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5. Discussion
The findings of this study indicate that local residents’ support for sustainable tourism

development cannot be explained solely by the perceived benefit–cost balance; rather, it
possesses a multi-layered and conditional structure. In particular, it has been established
that perceived personal benefits and the positive effects of tourism significantly increase
both local satisfaction and STD; conversely, perceived negative effects do not directly
reduce support. Instead, it was determined that negative effects create an indirect impact
by increasing EC. These results reveal that local community support is not a linear or
automatic response, but rather a more complex process shaped within the framework of
environmental values and sustainability sensitivities. In this regard, the study indicates that
classical approaches must be transcended when explaining local community support [1,4].

The findings of H1–H6 evaluated within the SET framework are largely consistent
with the fundamental assumptions in the literature. The fact that perceived personal
benefits increase local satisfaction (H1) and have a positive effect on direct support (H3)
indicates that individuals evaluate tourism within a rational decision-making process [3,14].
Similarly, the strong effect of tourism’s perceived positive impacts on both satisfaction
(H2) and support (H4) reveals that the local population prioritizes economic and social
gains [4]. Furthermore, the significant effect of local satisfaction on support (H6) indicates
that satisfaction acts as a mediating mechanism and that exchange relationships within
the SET framework are reinforced through emotional outcomes [12]. However, while the
reduction in satisfaction due to perceived negative impacts (H5) is an expected outcome,
the fact that this effect does not directly translate into supportive behavior also highlights
the limitations of the classical SET approach [8,20].

The findings regarding H7–H10, examined within the EC and NEP frameworks,
constitute the study’s original contribution. The finding that tourism’s positive ef-
fects increase EC (H7) indicates that local communities evaluate tourism not merely as
an economic opportunity but also within the context of environmental responsibility [16].
More strikingly, the finding that perceived negative impacts significantly increase EC (H9)
reveals that individuals develop a higher level of EC as they perceive environmental threats.
This suggests that EC is not merely a cognitive evaluation but also a normative response.
Indeed, the finding that environmental anxiety significantly increases STD (H10) suggests
that individuals with high EC do not completely reject tourism-supporting behavior but
rather reframe it under sustainability conditions [16,21].

When the findings of this study are evaluated collectively, although the model gen-
erally exhibits an acceptable level of fit (χ2/df, CFI, TLI, and RMSEA values fall within
the limits recommended in the literature), the fact that some fit indices (particularly GFI
and AGFI) are close to cutoff values and the very low explanatory power regarding the
PNIT variable (R2 = 0.012) require careful theoretical consideration. At first glance, this may
appear as a limitation of the model; however, it can also be interpreted as a theoretically
meaningful finding.

Within the framework of SET, it is generally assumed that individuals’ perceptions
of tourism impacts are shaped by benefit–cost evaluations. Nevertheless, the findings
suggest that perceived negative impacts cannot be sufficiently explained through individual
benefit-based mechanisms. This indicates that PNIT represents a distinct cognitive domain
that is not primarily driven by personal benefit considerations, but rather by broader
environmental values, risk perceptions, and contextual sensitivities. Indeed, the fact
that the perceived negative effects of tourism do not have a direct, significant impact on
STD, as reflected in the rejection of Hypothesis H8, reveals that the linear cost–response
relationship predicted by classical SET is not fully applicable in this context. Instead,
negative effects do not directly translate into support behavior; rather, they are reinterpreted
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by individuals within the framework of EC and value-based evaluations, producing indirect
effects through this interpretive process.

The low R2 value further supports this interpretation, indicating that perceived neg-
ative impacts are not evaluated by individuals as a standalone determinant, but rather
as part of a more complex and multidimensional cognitive structure. Therefore, the low
explanatory power of PNIT does not merely reflect a model weakness; instead, it provides
empirical evidence that tourism-related negative perceptions are reconstructed through
interpretive and value-based mechanisms that fall outside the direct explanatory scope of
SET. In this context, the findings highlight that, in the transformation of tourism impacts
into supportive behavior, an interpretation-based and conditional mechanism operates
rather than linear causality, thereby indicating the need to expand existing theoretical
approaches in the literature.

5.1. Theoretical Implications

The main theoretical contribution of this study is that it empirically reveals the limi-
tations of the SET in the context of sustainability while addressing local community STD
within the framework of this theory. In tourism literature, SET has mostly been used as
a framework that assumes perceived benefits and costs linearly determine support be-
havior [3,11,14]. Without entirely rejecting this assumption, this study demonstrates its
inadequacy in the context of sustainability and offers a unique, well-contribution to the
literature by expanding SET with environmental values and stakeholder perspectives.

First, the study reveals that environmental values within the NEP framework act as
a normative filter that transforms the rational benefit–cost assessment predicted by SET.
The findings show that individuals with high EC do not unconditionally support tourism
development when environmental risks are involved, even if the perceived economic
and social benefits of tourism are high. This indicates that the proposition “net benefit
increase = support increase,” often assumed in SET literature, is not always valid in the
context of sustainability [16,17,20].

Second, this study positions the concept of conditional support as a central theoret-
ical element in SET-based tourism literature. While the literature mostly addresses local
communities’ attitudes toward tourism development through the dichotomy of support or
opposition, this study shows that support is shaped by specific environmental, social, and
governance conditions. The findings confirm that conditional support is a sustainability-
focused rational position rather than an indecisive or temporary attitude [8–10]. In this
regard, the study moves beyond reductive approaches in the literature by highlighting the
dynamic and contextual nature of local community support.

Thirdly, this study extends Stakeholder Theory beyond its role as a normative frame-
work and links it to empirical findings. The findings reveal that the local community is
not a homogeneous stakeholder group; it exhibits varying levels of support depending
on factors such as the extent of benefits derived from tourism, exposure to environmental
costs, and participation in decision-making processes [27,45,95]. This situation indicates
that stakeholder heterogeneity needs to be more strongly integrated into theoretical models
in the sustainable tourism literature. In other words, it contributes to the literature by ad-
dressing the local community’s satisfaction with tourism development not only as a result
of perceived benefits and costs but also as a normative assessment of tourism’s alignment
with sustainability principles. This approach highlights the value-based dimension of the
satisfaction concept, which is often neglected in SET literature [96,97]. In this context, the
study offers strong theoretical insights into how SET can be reconceptualized in sustainable
tourism research.
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5.2. Policy and Managerial Implications

The findings of this study offer important managerial and policy-oriented implica-
tions for the design of sustainable tourism policies and destination management practices.
First, the results clearly show that local community support cannot be achieved solely by
increasing the economic benefits of tourism. Local community support is contingent upon
the mitigation of environmental impacts, the conservation of natural resources, and the
concrete implementation of sustainability principles. Therefore, when planning tourism
development, policymakers must treat environmental protection measures not merely as
complementary elements but as fundamental conditions for local support.

Second, since the findings reveal that STD is largely conditional, they indicate that, in
destination management, the development of context-sensitive and flexible policy tools is
necessary, rather than “one-size-fits-all” strategies. While ecotourism, low-density tourism,
and environmentally friendly practices are prioritized for local community groups with
high EC, strengthening local employment and income-sharing mechanisms is important
for groups with high economic expectations. This approach requires tourism policies to be
tailored in a context-sensitive manner [10].

Thirdly, findings derived from Stakeholder Theory demonstrate that more effectively
involving local communities in tourism planning and decision-making processes is not
only a democratic necessity but also a strategic imperative for sustainable tourism devel-
opment. Increasing local community participation in decision-making processes reduces
perceptions of environmental and social costs and enhances satisfaction with tourism de-
velopment [27,45]. Therefore, it is crucial for destination management organizations to
establish transparent, participatory, and accountable governance mechanisms.

The study findings reveal that the local community’s satisfaction with tourism develop-
ment is a critical factor for sustainable support. Strengthening the perception that tourism
improves quality of life appears possible only by demonstrating to the local community
that this development is achieved in harmony with environmental values. In this context,
policymakers and destination managers can increase the trust and satisfaction of the local
community by establishing regular information, monitoring, and feedback mechanisms
regarding the environmental and social impacts of tourism projects [96,97].

6. Conclusions
This study re-examines the local residents’ support for sustainable tourism develop-

ment, revealing that this support cannot be explained solely by the perceived benefit–cost
balance and exhibits a conditional structure shaped within the framework of environmental
values. The findings indicate that while the rational evaluation mechanism predicted by
Social Change Theory (SET) holds to a certain extent, it is not sufficient on its own and is
clearly transformed by normative elements such as environmental concerns.

The study’s most fundamental finding is that local community support is not a linear
or automatic process; rather, it is a conditional decision-making process in which perceived
tourism impacts are re-evaluated by individuals through an environmental filter. In partic-
ular, the finding that perceived negative impacts do not directly reduce support for tourism
but instead exert an indirect effect through EC presents a significant finding that challenges
the linear relationship frequently assumed in the literature. This indicates that individuals
do not base their evaluations of tourism solely on economic rationality but instead en-
gage in a more complex evaluation process that takes environmental sustainability criteria
into account.

However, findings indicating that perceived positive effects and personal benefits
increase local residents’ satisfaction and STD support the core assumptions of SET. Yet, it is
observed that this relationship takes on a different dimension when considered alongside
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environmental concerns. In particular, the emergence of EC as a mechanism that reshapes
the impact of both positive and negative tourism effects on support indicates that local
residents’ attitudes exhibit a value-based structure rather than being solely benefit-driven.

In this context, the study empirically supports the “conditional support” approach,
which is gaining increasing importance in the sustainable tourism literature, and presents
a comprehensive model that explains this concept through EC. The findings reveal that
local residents’ attitudes toward tourism development are shaped not merely as a direct
result of perceived impacts, but rather depend on how these impacts are interpreted and
within which value frameworks they are evaluated.

By demonstrating that both rational and normative approaches must be considered
together in understanding local community support, this study offers a more holistic
perspective on sustainable tourism research. In this context, it concludes that STD is
a multidimensional process shaped not only by economic benefits but also by conditions of
EC and sustainability.

Limitations and Future Research

Although this study addresses local community support for sustainable tourism
development within a comprehensive theoretical framework, it has some limitations. First,
the research is based on a cross-sectional design. This requires caution in interpreting
the causality of relationships between variables. In particular, this study did not track
how the relationship between EC and support changed over time. Future research using
longitudinal designs to examine these dynamics will provide stronger inferences in the
context of sustainability.

Second, the research was conducted exclusively for the Rize region. The region’s abun-
dant natural resources and high environmental carrying capacity may have contributed to
the findings regarding the relationship between conditional support and environmental
capacity. Therefore, the generalizability of the results to destinations with varying levels of
tourism development is limited. Future studies are recommended to compare destinations
at different stages of development.

Third, while an e-survey-based approach was adopted during the data collection
process, data was also collected through face-to-face interviews to include individuals with
limited digital access, and responses were transferred to a digital format via tablet devices.
Although this multi-method data collection approach aims to increase sample diversity, the
combined use of different data collection modes does not entirely eliminate potential mode
effects and measurement equivalence issues. In particular, perceptual differences between
online and face-to-face applications may lead to systematic biases in participant responses.

Additionally, due to the nature of the communication channels used in the data
collection process, the study may still exhibit a certain degree of coverage bias favoring
individuals with access to digital networks and communication channels. This situation
may limit the representation of older age groups or rural and digitally underserved pop-
ulations. Furthermore, the fact that questions were posed through a researcher during
the face-to-face data collection process (even though conducted within a standardized
framework) does not entirely eliminate the risk of social desirability bias.

Fourthly, environmental values were measured using the NEP framework. While
NEP is a powerful tool, it may not fully reflect individuals’ concrete environmental behav-
iors. Future studies could include environmental behaviors and destination-specific risk
perceptions in the model.

Although this study presents a comprehensive theoretical framework, it has some
limitations that point to new directions for future research. First, since the current study
is based on a cross-sectional design, the temporal changes in the relationships between
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variables could not be tracked; therefore, the use of longitudinal designs is recommended
in future studies to capture shifts in attitudes. Second, to enhance the generalizability
of the findings, comparative analyses should be conducted between regions with high
EC, such as Rize, and destinations with intense mass tourism. Furthermore, given the
heterogeneous nature of the local community, a comprehensive examination is needed of
how the “conditional support” model varies across different stakeholder subgroups.

Finally, the local community was treated as a single stakeholder group. Future re-
search could make important contributions to the literature by examining how condi-
tional support differs across different stakeholder subgroups using multi-group SEM or
comparative analyses.
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Appendix A

Table A1. The Mediating Role of Environmental Concern.

FN Relation
Specific
Indirect
Effect

p
Confidence

Intervals Confidence
Intervals

Direct
Effect

p Type
of Mediation

Support

Lower Upper

H11 PPIT → EC → STD 0.149 0.002 0.057 0.263 PPIT → STD 0.554 0.003 Complementary
(mediation) Yes

H12 PNIT → EC → STD 0.104 0.002 0.039 0.195 PNIT → STD −0.114 0.048 Complementary
(mediation) Yes
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Fakültesi Derg. 2007, 15, 394–422. Available online: https://izlik.org/JA67PG62BL (accessed on 9 February 2026).
77. Taherdoost, H. Sampling Methods in Research Methodology; How to Choose a Sampling Technique for Research. Int. J. Acad. Res.

Manag. 2016, 5, 18–27. [CrossRef]
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88. Yılmaz, C.; Özgener, Ş. Competitive Intelligence and Competitiveness in Accommodation Businesses: The Role of Employee

Training Effectiveness. Curr. Issues Tour. 2022, 25, 2905–2921. [CrossRef]
89. Wang, Y.; Wen, Z.; Li, W.; Fang, J. Methodological Research and Model Development on Structural Equation Models in China’s

Mainland from 2001 to 2020. Adv. Psychol. Sci. 2022, 30, 1715–1733. [CrossRef]
90. Kline, R.B. Principles and Practice of Structural Equation Modeling; Guilford Press: New York, NY, USA, 2011; p. 534.

ISBN 978-1-4625-2335-1.
91. Preacher, K.J.; Hayes, A.F. Asymptotic and Resampling Strategies for Assessing and Comparing Indirect Effects in Multiple

Mediator Models. Behav. Res. Methods 2008, 40, 879–891. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
92. Hayes, A.F. Beyond Baron and Kenny: Statistical Mediation Analysis in the New Millennium. Commun. Monogr. 2009, 76, 408–420.

[CrossRef]
93. Cheung, G.W.; Lau, R.S. Testing Mediation and Suppression Effects of Latent Variables: Bootstrapping with Structural Equation

Models. Organ. Res. Methods 2008, 11, 296–325. [CrossRef]
94. Zhao, X.; Lynch, J.G.; Chen, Q. Reconsidering Baron and Kenny: Myths and Truths about Mediation Analysis. J. Consum. Res.

2010, 37, 197–206. [CrossRef]
95. Byrd, E.T. Stakeholders in Sustainable Tourism Development and Their Roles: Applying Stakeholder Theory to Sustainable

Tourism Development. Tour. Rev. 2007, 62, 6–13. [CrossRef]
96. Ko, D.-W.; Stewart, W.P. A Structural Equation Model of Residents’ Attitudes for Tourism Development. Tour. Manag. 2002, 23,

521–530. [CrossRef]
97. Vargas-Sánchez, A.; de los Ángeles Plaza-Mejía, M.; Porras-Bueno, N. Understanding Residents’ Attitudes toward the Develop-

ment of Industrial Tourism in a Former Mining Community. J. Travel Res. 2009, 47, 373–387. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.3390/su18073521

https://doi.org/10.1177/002224378101800104
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220973.1996.10806604
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.105.3.430
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.103.3.391
https://doi.org/10.2307/249524
https://doi.org/10.1080/13683500.2021.2012432
https://doi.org/10.3724/SP.J.1042.2022.01715
https://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.40.3.879
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18697684
https://doi.org/10.1080/03637750903310360
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428107300343
https://doi.org/10.1086/651257
https://doi.org/10.1108/16605370780000309
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0261-5177(02)00006-7
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287508322783
https://doi.org/10.3390/su18073521

	Introduction 
	Theoretical Framework 
	Social Exchange Theory and Benefit–Cost Perception in Tourism 
	NEP and Environmental Concerns: Values That Transform Rationality 
	Stakeholder Theory and the Multi-Stakeholder Perspective in Sustainable Tourism 
	The Concept of Conditional Support 
	Hypothesis Development 

	Research Design 
	Research Area 
	Scales Used in the Research 
	Data Collection 
	Reliability and Validity Findings 

	Hypothesis Testing 
	Direct Effect Analysis Results 
	Indirect Effect Analysis Results 

	Discussion 
	Theoretical Implications 
	Policy and Managerial Implications 

	Conclusions 
	Appendix A
	References

